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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . The following is a non-final office action in response to the communications 
received on May 10, 2006. Claims 15-22 are now pending in this application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The examiner has reviewed the patents and articles supplied in the Information 
Disclosure Statements (IDS) provided on January 25, 2002. 

Election/Restrictions 

3. Applicant's election without traverse of Invention III in the reply filed on May 10, 
2006 is acknowledged. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 20-21 are objected to because of the following informalities: Each claim 
should begin with a capital letter and end with a period. Periods may not be used 
elsewhere in the claims except for abbreviations. See Fressola v. Manbeck, 36 
USPQ2d 1211 (D.D.C. 1995). See MPEP §608.01 (m). Claim 20 fails to end with a 
period. Claim 21 contains two periods. 

Claims 17-18 and 21-22 are objected to because the recited term "classification 
rules" lacks antecedent basis. Claims 17-18 and 21-22 are dependant on claim 15, 
which does not recite any basis for "classification rules". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 15-16, 20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hagen et al. (Hagen, Claus; Alonso, Gustavo; "Exception Handling in 
Workflow Management Systems, IEE Transactions on Software Engineering, October 
2000). 

As per claim 15, Hagen et al. teaches: 

A method for predicting exceptions in a workflow instance comprising the steps 

of: 

a) preparing data from past workflow executions (see pp. 949 and 956; where a 
hardware or software detect errors in attribute information on completed or 
continuing processes. Furthermore, historical data is analyzed to determine 
necessary exception handling.); 

b) generating at least one exception prediction model based on the prepared 
data (see pp. 949 and 956; where a modular design of an exception handling 
procedure is developed. Also, exception handling processes are determined by 
using historical data.); and 

c) using the exception prediction model to generate at least one prediction of an 
exception for a current instance of the workflow (see pp. 944 and 956; where 
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exception errors are anticipated for workflow systems and contingency plans are set 
for to account for these failures.). 

As per claim 16, Hagen et al. teaches: 

The method of claim 15 wherein exception prediction includes the steps of 
building a process analysis table for a process definition of interest (see pp. 950- 

951, 953-955, figures 2 and 6-9, and tables 1 and 2; where processes and tasks are 

graphically depicted showing the flow of the process.); 

adding labeling information to the process analysis table (see pp. 950-951, 953- 

955, figures 2 and 6-9, and tables 1 and 2; where elements on the figure are 

labeled.); and 

generating classification rules by employing data mining techniques (see pp. 
950-951, 953-955, figures 2 and 6-9, and tables 1 and 2; where each exception is 
categorized and specific handlers are set to handle each exception.). 

As per claim 20, Hagen et al. teaches: 

The method of claim 15 wherein the predictions are reported to the WfMS so that 
it can alter the execution of processes to try to avoid the exception (see pp. 956; 
where processes are altered or corrected for exceptions that are likely to occur.); 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hagen 
et al. (Hagen, Claus; Alonso, Gustavo; "Exception Handling in Workflow Management 
Systems, IEE Transactions on Software Engineering, October 2000). 

As per claim 21 , Hagen et al. teaches: 

The method of claim 15 further comprising: 

reporting classification rules to a user (see p 956; where history information, 
including exception errors and which exception errors (classification rules) have 
occurred is accessible to users of the system.); 

Hagen et al. fail to explicitly teach "selectively removing input data to refine 
classification rules" and "re-generating classification rules by employing data mining 
techniques". Hagen et al. do teach logging relevant information and data in order to 
refine classification rules (see p. 956; where historical data is used to refine the 
procedures for error handling.). The logging of only relevant information is the same as 
"selectively removing input data". The advantage of using only relevant data or 
selectively removing data used to determine classification rules is that using only 
relevant data increases accuracy of the statistics of the probability of exception handling 
to occur. It would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the steps of "selectively removing input data to refine 
classification rules" and "re-generating classification rules by employing data mining 
techniques" with the taught elements by Hagen et al. of logging only relevant 
information and data to redefine classification rules in order to increase the accuracy of 
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the statistics of the probability of exception handling to occur, which is a goal of Hagen 
et al. (see p. 956). 

9. Claims 17-19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hagen et al. (Hagen, Claus; Alonso, Gustavo; "Exception Handling in Workflow 
Management Systems, IEE Transactions on Software Engineering, October 2000) in 
view of Chiu et al. (Chiu, Dickson K. W.; Li, Qing; Karlapalem, Kamalakar; "Web 
Interface-Driven Cooperative Exception Handling in ADOME Workflow Management 
System", Information Systems, 2001). 

As per claim 17, Hagen fails to explicitly teach "the classification rules generated 
for each stage in a process are stored in a repository". Chiu et al. teach "the 
classification rules generated for each stage in a process are stored in a repository" 
(see pp. 97-98; where the system uses an object-oriented database to store objects and 
to store the exception rules.). The advantage of storing the rules in a repository is that it 
enables the increase of efficiency by enabling the reuse of the classification rules. It 
would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to store classification rules for each stage of the process in a repository in order to 
increase the system efficiency by enabling the reuse of classification rules, which is a 
goal of Chiu et al. (see p. 93). 

Claim 18 recites limitations already addressed by the rejections of claims 15 and 
16; therefore the same rejections apply to this claim. 

As per claim 19, Hagen et al. teaches: 
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The method of claim 18 wherein at least one prediction is stored in a repository; 
wherein the prediction stored in a repository includes the exception being predicted 
and an indication of the accuracy of the prediction (see p. 956; where the probability 
of exceptions are determined. If an exception occurs too often, it is incorporated in 
the natural process flow.). 

Claim 19 further recites limitations already addressed by the rejections of claims 
15 and 17; therefore the same rejections apply to this claim. 

As per claim 22, Hagen et al. teaches: 

The method of claim 15 wherein when the classification rules are satisfactory to 
the user, storing the classification rules in a database (see p. 956; where a modeler 
can revisit the exception handling procedures and improve the execution of 
processes using historical data. This is the same as the rules being satisfactory to 
the modeler.). 

Claim 22 further recites limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 
17; therefore the same rejection applies to this claim. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following are pertinent to the current invention, though not 
relied upon: 

Akifuji et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6853974) teaches a workflow system capable of 
simultaneously executing a plurality of business processes, an exception handling unit 
extracts an exception condition from a business status definition table and transfers the 
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exception condition to a status watcher, the status watcher refers to data contained in 
an application data base and, when there is a change meeting a predetermined 
exception condition, transfers the change to a user retrieval unit, the user retrieval unit 
refers to a working data base to retrieve a user and gives information to the computer of 
the related user, whereby, when one of interdependent business processes is 
discontinued, information that the business process is discontinued is given to the 
computers executing the other interdependent business processes. 

Flores et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6073109) teaches a system for analyzing and 
structuring business processes implemented in software to provides businesses with 
tools to manage business processes. 

Hsu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5581691) teaches a work flow description database 
represents long running work flows as a set of work units, called steps, with information 
flows there between. 

Bowman-Amuah (U.S. Patent No. 6502213) teaches a system, method and 
article of manufacture are provided for minimizing the amount of changes that need to 
be made to exception handling logic when new exceptions are added. Exceptions are 
organized into hierarchies in a polymorphic exception handler. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kalyan K. Deshpande whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5880. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





